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!
Ms. Amy Stewart
House Liaison
U. S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms, Stewart:
Just wanted to pass along some comments from Ms. Carrie Hedin about the

Yucca Mountain Draft Environmental Impact Statement for your consideration in
the comment review process.

‘Thanks for your time.
:
Sincerely,
1
| e
, Amo Houghton
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Ms. Carrie E. Hedin
126 Emory Drive
Jamestown, New York 14701

Dear Cérrie:

Thanks very much for being in touch about the Yucca Mountain Draft Environmentat
Impact Statement I always appreciate hearing your views and concemns.

As you may know, the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1999 is currently
being reviewed by the House and Seniite, and I will be sure to'keep your concerns in mind.
You make good points and I hope you don’t mind me sharing them with the Energy
Department. You may also send additional comments through the Internet at

www,ymp. gov/timeline/cig/cis_comment him or in writing to:

Ms. Wendy R. Dixon, EIS Program Manager
. Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office
f Office of Civilian Radicactive Waste Management
. U. S. Department of Energy
' P.O. Box 30307, M/S 010"
North Las Vegas, NV 89036-0307

Agam, thanks for writing. I know this issue means a great deal to you and will
welcome any further thoughts on the matter you’d like to share.

i All the best,
|3 Amo Houghton
AHAF
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To: ' Amo Houghton
United States Represcntative, State of New York
Federal Building
Jamestown, NY 14701 -

Jamestown, NY 14701

i

Enclosed are savera] of my objections to the US Department of -Draft Environmenta)
Impact Statement (DEIS) of the proposed Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Repository. As
a senior science major at the University of Notre Dame, I have been exposed to many
scientific and technical reports and experiments. However, I have never sesn a document
filled with such "bad science™ as this one. Based on this DEIS, the building of Yucca
Mountain should not be aliowed to proceed.

1 Fbm are numberous inconsistent, incomplete, and incoherent claims made throughout this

il for the Yueca Mountain Repository. These logical fatlacies and flaws have severe
cthica! and moral consequences not only for today's world, but also for future generations,
It is my hope that you will view these objections and concerns with utmost concern and
decide to support the numerous scicatists, researchers, and citizens in their goal 10 stop the
building of this dangerous faciliﬂ'l‘hank you,
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6 cont. would occur periodically over hundreds of thousands of years (& questionable prediction
itself considering the fact that casks are stiil in the design phase end modem technology has
not even existed for that long!). However, it then neglacts to stats what failure mies might
be if disruptive events, such as an earthquake, were to occur. Since inforration regarding
the low failure rates under normal condidions was provided, potential rates of failyre from
disruptive events should be included as well (DEIS, p. S-IS)J
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement of the Yucca Mountain Waste itory
contains numerous problomatic issued in mﬂ to the way the study was perfonmed. There
are many incomplesz, inconsistent, and i claims made in this document, alt of
which lead one to disagree with the DOE's conclusion that the site is safe and suitable. In
th'?. following points, 1 address several of these claims and raise objections to what I believe
i "bad science.” 1hope that these ex as alone serve as a basis from which to further
critique the Yucca Mountain study and object to the building of the waste repository.

1. The Draft Environmental I Statsment is incomplete with regard to the definition of
the “maximally exposed individual.” The definition did not take into account differences in
ape, gender, and c.nl.cha:acgerisucsmdahoassunwdthatcmrm les in the
e}nm amqwtgtﬂ mncmmaf:rwthenextlo,m%.ﬁmtof if the intent
of the study is to determine protection for future ganerations, maximally exposed
hndi\ddpalshouldnmbeapusmofmunmnmagcﬁfmylabecmaeitmmaﬂmu
regults in some people (namely the old, young, sick, etc.) being less protected. In addition,
while it is centainly not possible to know future ifestyle patterns, onc cannot assume that
characteristic conditions today will remain intact for thousands of years in the future.
Therefore, the DEIS is wrong to rely on current averages to determiine future levels of safery

ﬁom the repository (DEIS, p. 5-26).

2. The DEIS is incomplete in various sections of the overall study when it discusses
different radiation etfectsﬁomﬂwr:m‘ltgryonl over a 10,000 year time period. For
cxample, in the analysis of the water- radiclogical consequences (Section 5.4), dose
rates to individuals using groundwater wese only estimated for the first 10,000 ycars after
tepository closure. When ons considers that the serious effocts of the waste could last for
ommi]lionyeam(mctoﬂwaxm:siveﬁfeﬁmofmmyofﬁntoﬁcmamialsinﬂw

mpositorg), the DEIS is ot fully reporting the radiation consequences of Yucca Mountain
ithcpu li : .

¢ (DEIS, p. 5-25).

3. The DEIS is inconsistent when it states that water flows at highly variable rates through
mcmnuamdmonmanminbocauuitmmwﬁuﬂmﬂwammtofwm
affected would be minimal due to the low rate of flow (Section 5.2.3.1). By assuming a low
flow rate (despite mentioning later that rates wcre variable), the DEIS underestimated the

potential amount of scepage that could occur into the repository (DEIS, p. 5-10).

4. The DEIS is incomplets in jts discussion of human intrusion because it admitted the
possibility of intrusion when it described a poteatial event, but then did not firther discuss
the impact of such an intrusion in its final results (Scction 5.2.3.5). While itis difficuit to
predict futire human activity, one cannot completely dismiss the discussion of possible
consequences that could occur through human impact simply because €xact scenarios are
not known. By not including the possible consequences of human intrusion, the DEIS fails
1o fully consider the potential radiological impacts that could occur from the building of the .

repasitory (DEIS, p- 5-16)-

5. The DEIS is incomplete in its analysis of the proposed casks for use at the waste
sitory because it did not include failure rates under extreme conditions (when there is

;fg_g_lly the highest potential for failure). In section 5.2.3.4, it reports that package failures

TOTAL P.B4
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